The proliferation of judicial bodies is of particular prevalence in the field of international criminal law, where, despite the creation of an operational International Criminal Court, the political or factual exigencies of different situations have led to the establishment of specific criminal justice systems. The object of this synopsis is to study their variety and to sketch out the differences and similarities between existing international and internationalized criminal tribunals. The complexity and the sheer illimitable amount of information necessitated a condensed and synthesized visualization.
Introduction
The proliferation of international judicial and quasi-judicial bodies has become a common feature of the international landscape. 1 The dispersion of international and internationalized criminal tribunals is but one important aspect of this modern phenomenon, which in turn forms part of a larger tendency to which the International Law Commission is referring as the fragmentation or, for the sake of more neutral connotations, the diversification of international law. 2 The proliferation of judicial bodies is of particular prevalence in the field of international criminal law, where, despite the existence of an operational International Criminal Court (ICC), the political or factual exigencies of different situations have led to the establishment of specific criminal justice systems, namely the Special Court for Sierra Leone (SCSL), the Iraqi Special Tribunal (IST), the Extraordinary Chambers for Cambodia (EC-Cambodia), the Special Panels for Serious Crimes in East Timor (SPSC) and the UNMIK court system in Kosovo.
3 While the completion strategy for the International Criminal Tribunal for Yugoslavia (ICTY) and the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) has taken shape, there are good reasons to believe that the proliferation of international or internationalized criminal justice systems will continue in the future. Most recently, the assessment mission to Burundi in its report to the Security Council recommended a judicial accountability mechanism in the form of a special chamber within the court system of Burundi. 4 Similarly, before the situation in Darfur had been referred to the ICC by the UN Security Council, 5 the establishment of an international criminal tribunal for Sudan had been seriously contemplated. 6 While debate continues as to the risks ensuing from this fragmentation process and while discussion goes on with respect to the question as to which factual circumstances warrant which particular criminal justice model, it is the purpose of this synopsis to sketch out the differences and similarities between existing international and internationalized criminal tribunals. Even though the differences between some of the existing tribunals are systemic, that is, some tribunals are truly of an international nature whereas others form part of the national criminal justice system and merely feature certain international elements, a number of common tertia comparationis could be identified. Comparing apples with pears thus is not a veritable objection if one intends to compare fruit, that is, international and internationalized tribunals. In this regard it bears mentioning that the UNMIK court system in Kosovo, established by UNMIK Regulation 1999/24 and Regulation 2001/9, 7 15 May 2001, has not been included in the synopsis because of its uniqueness, in that there is no fixed court, panel or chamber but rather international judges permeate the court system on a case-by-case basis. 8 2 ILC Report, ''Risks ensuing from fragmentation of international law,'' subsequently renamed ''Fragmentation of international law: difficulties arising from the diversification and expansion of international law,'' report in progress. Naturally, the chosen criteria emphasize certain aspects over others that would have been equally worthy of comparison. Such limitations are due mainly to the availability of information and their suitability for comparison, and they seem justified by the fact that the value of any such synopsis does not lie in the data and information provided but in their synthesized compendium.
Rather than aiming even to approximate the provision of comprehensive data about these international criminal justice mechanisms it is the object of this synopsis to study their variety and to this end to sketch out similarities as well as differences. Any such attempt must necessarily fall short of adequately resembling the complexities of this particular domain, and for the sake of enhanced visual representation many of the information given had to be reduced further, to a straightforward ''yes '' or ''no'' answer. Yet it is precisely this complexity and the sheer illimitable amount of information which in the view of the authors necessitated a condensed and synthesized visualization. 
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